The Equality Act 2010 imposes a duty on employers and organisations to make sure that disabled people have easy access to education, jobs and services. This ensures that they are treated equally with non-disabled people.
As a result, people will focus on the difference between them and disabled people. This, in turn, would defeat the purpose of the Equality Act 2010.
Moving on, academics have expressly stated that the decision in Paulley v
FirstGroup Plc 'may be of wider application than simply bus operators'. 10 Various transport and service providers, such as train companies, have been advised to 'review their policies to consider whether they are taking sufficient steps to require non-wheelchair users to cede designated wheelchair spaces to wheelchair users '. 11 However, it could be argued that new training could be quite expensive and difficult to implement, thus suggesting that there is not much that employees of public service providers can do to avoid discriminating against disabled people when nondisabled people refuse to vacate a designated disabled space. 12 Also, although service providers are under a duty to make reasonable adjustments for disabled people, 'they also owe a duty of care to their employees '. 13 'Requiring drivers to confront unreasonable passengers may result in drivers being injured; thereby giving rise to claims for personal injury against the transport company.' 14 This would not help the current rise in personal injury claims in general. Lord Neuberger recognised that the temperaments and experiences of different drivers are bound to vary; some will handle the situation well and others will find it difficult to cope. Those who find it difficult to cope may suffer work related stress if they are required to confront a passenger who reacts in a hostile manner. Similarly, they are likely to be caused stress if they refuse to continue the journey until the offending passenger moves. This is likely to bring the driver into conflict with other passengers and, if stationary on a busy high street in rush hour, with other road users. 16 Nevertheless, it is argued that 'where a driver who has made such a request concludes that such a refusal is unreasonable, he or she should consider some further step to pressurise the non-wheelchair user to vacate the space, depending on the circumstances'. 17 Underhill LJ reiterated this in the Court of Appeal judgment, stating that he would hope and expect that, other things being equal, a driver whose first request to a non-wheelchair user to vacate the wheelchair space was refused would not simply shrug his or her shoulders and go back to the cab, and that there would normally be some attempt at further persuasion or pressure (possibly even including a threat not to proceed with the journey until the space is cleared-though this risks seriously inconveniencing other passengers). 18 Catherine Casserley and Sally Robertson have further expressed that not only bus providers, but other service providers, will need to revisit their policies to ensure that they advise drivers of the steps that they need to take if the space is occupied. They will need to do more than simply ask someone to move from the space; they will need to pressurise them to do so, ideally by saying that they are required to move. And if that person does not, then they may need to stop the bus from moving on to give that person time to move. Assistance with, for example, folding the pushchair may also need to be given. New policies will also require training. 19 How practical this would be is a cause for concern, in terms of deciding how much the bus driver could possibly do. Pressurising pushchair users to vacate the space could inevitably cause further legal action to be taken against FirstGroup Plc. Also, despite Underhill LJ's view that bus drivers should do more than merely request nonwheelchair passengers to move, he went on to express that he 'would be very uneasy about concluding that a bus company was in breach of its duty under section 20(3) of the Act unless it had a policy that positively required drivers to reinforce the basic request by one or more of those means'. 20 Although the Court of Appeal judgment was subsequently overruled, Lord Lewison shared similar views to Underhill LJ in the Supreme Court judgment.
contrast, in the Paulley case it was held there was a substantial disadvantage -and that the bus company had not taken reasonable steps. There may be differences due to the facts of an individual case, but clearly the Paulley case should be followed as regards the law, rather than Black, since the latter was only a County Court decision. 24 However, the Supreme Court did not go as far as Mr Paulley and some disability rights organisations had hoped. Rather than provide certainty as to the extent of service providers obligations, the decision has left both wheelchair users and transport companies unsure as to exactly what is required in order to comply with the duty to make reasonable adjustments. 25 Also, where disability and equality supporters have expressed acceptance of the decision, they have also noted that the Supreme Court's decision could have gone a step further. This is because the decision does not rectify the discrimination, 'created by the policies of FirstGroup, and likely the policies of countless other companies around the country'. 26 Furthermore, Lord Toulson commented that this is an area of law that may require legislative consideration, as the Supreme Court's decision is nowhere near being straightforward. 27 Ideally, the decision should have required the Disability Rights Commission has identified this lack of cases as an area of real concern. The law against disability discrimination is only going to work if service providers and education providers feel there is a real threat of sanction. Until more cases come to court, the law will not be seen to be working. 41 This is especially the case since 'consumers rarely articulate their complaint as "discrimination" -or invoke the Equality Act. More often than not, they're simply frustrated at being unable to access the services they want or need to -and feel that the business's processes are unnecessarily inflexible and impersonal.' 42 Although Mr Paulley did not receive any compensation for discrimination, the fact that this case went all the way to the Supreme Court, and was heard by seven justices rather than the normal five, indicates a victory for disabled people. This case could put pressure on service providers to provide training for their staff, as well as take disability discrimination more seriously, which is a victory in itself for Mr Paulley.
Moreover, David Isaac labelled the decision as 'a victory for disabled people's rights' and 'a hugely important decision, which has helped clarify the current state of the law, and will give confidence to thousands of disabled people in Britain to use public transport'. 43 Consequently, Mr Paulley's success in this case will potentially make life easier for wheelchair users wanting to use public transport who have been reluctant to use it in the past, due to the 'first come, first served' policies. The decision has, 'corrected ... a confusing policy which has caused untold problems for disabled people'. 44 In addition, the Supreme Court's ruling on the case has been said to have provided a balance between the practicality of the situation and the law. Jan Miller submits that the decision has clarified that bus drivers must request a nonwheelchair user to move, if they refuse; and, 'if they think the person occupying the space is being unreasonable, they can rephrase the request as a requirement and then stop the bus for a few minutes to pressurise the person to move'. 45 This view is also supported by other academics who state that the decision is correct, as FirstGroup Plc's policy, 'constituted unjustified discrimination and was ... unlawful '. 46 It could also be argued that education and employment providers already have various guidance documents in place for disabled people, whereas service providers have to wait for a case like Mr Paulley's to go all the way to the Supreme Court before they take some action.
The duty in relation to service provision is slightly different from the employment duty in that it is 'anticipatory' in nature. This means that service providers have to think in advance about what changes may be needed to 43 Equality and Human Rights Commission, 'Wheelchair spaces on buses must be a priority, court rules' Equality and Human Rights Commission (18 January 2017) https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/ourwork/news/wheelchair-spaces-buses-must-be-priority-court-rules accessed 23 March 2017 44 ibid 45 Jan Miller, 'Bus decision struck "balance" ' [2017] 167 NLJ 7731 p5 (3); see also Sue Highmore, 'The Equality Act -its effect on property owners and tenants: Part 1' [2010] This on its own is a huge achievement for disabled people, especially in terms of creating easy access to employment.
According to the Labour Force Survey, disabled people are now more likely to be employed than they were in 2002, but … remain significantly less likely to be in employment than non-disabled people. In 2012, 46.3% of working-age disabled people are in employment compared to 76.4% of working-age nondisabled people. 51 Although disabled people are able to contribute positively to the country's economic development, they are not given a chance to do so, due to their disabilities. 'One of these [barriers] is the employers' perception of costs and benefits of accommodating and employing people with disabilities.' 52 However, this may be due to the fact that disabled people find it hard to access work for various reasons, 'such as lack of accessible transport or of supportive health and social care'. 53 Service providers can help disabled people have easy access to work by making reasonable adjustments for them while they are using public transport. This may lead to an increase of disabled people in employment and, consequently, boost the country's economy. Nonetheless, problems have been highlighted as to the practicality of a bus driver forcibly removing non-wheelchair users from the bus. How much force is reasonable? The decision has also had a huge impact on all public service providers, by putting pressure on them to take further training. This, however, can be seen to be quite impractical, time consuming and expensive. Surely if service providers have already been given the relevant training, it should be enough?
The case has also revealed that it is better to have a proactive approach than to wait for the problem to emerge and then tackle it. Furthermore, it is submitted that following this case, wider reviews should be carried out with regard to people with different types of disabilities, as well as disability in general. The fact that it takes a case to go to the Supreme Court for disability to be looked at more closely suggests that service providers, as well as the general public, are not doing enough to help disabled people carry out their daily activities.
occurs on a routine basis, perhaps some kind of updated guidance document should be made available to both service providers and disabled people. This does not have to be prescriptive, but it would help if it included realistic examples of issues that can occur and possible actions can be taken as a result.
In conclusion, it is expressed that the decision did not lead to a fair balance between disabled people and service providers. Should there be a similar case in the Supreme Court again, the court should take the opportunity to consider the legislation in this area. 
